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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-1 0 t 12-24, 26-38, and 40-42 have been examined. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 15-28 are objected to because of the following informalities: In the eighth 
line of claim 15 (line 7 on page 19), "the destination country" lacks antecedent basis. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 29-42 are objected to because of the following informalities: It is 
questionable whether data on a recording medium, as such, can be considered "means 
for," and even if the data as such can be called "means for", the claim elements might 
be met by instructions telling a human being to perform the indicated actions, and such 
instructions are not patentable, being merely non-functional descriptive material. 
(Examiner has noted that the preamble of claim 29 recites, "A computer program 
product", but this could mean merely a computer program which causes a computer to 
print a set of instructions for a human being to carry out, the human being not using that 
computer in the process.) If applicants wish to claim a computer program, preferred 
claim language is, "A computer program product, embodied on a computer-readable 
medium, the computer program product comprising computer-implementable 
instructions for causing a computer to carry out the steps of: doing A; doing B; and 
doing C." Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-7, 9-10, and 14 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Vandyk ("No Entry") in view of official notice. As per claim 1 , 
Vandyk discloses a method for facilitating international travel, the method comprising: 
creating a travel record; creating in dependence upon the travel record, an immigration 
admissions form for a destination country; and submitting the immigrations admissions 
form to an immigration admission forms database for the destination country (three 
paragraphs beginning from "The Blue system differs from the Green"). Vandyk does not 
disclose that the travel record is stored on or within an international travel server, or that 
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the travel record is created in response to a signal communicated through an internet- 
enabled device coupled for data communications through at least one internet 
connection to an international travel server, but does disclose transmitting passenger 
information electronically (ibid.). Official notice is taken that servers are well known; 
hence it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
communication at the time of applicant's invention to have the passenger information 
electronically transmitted from a server, which would therefore be an international travel 
server, for the obvious advantage of achieving the electronic transmission by 
convenient, widely available hardware and software. 

Vandyk discloses validating a travel record against enforcement data in 
databases (three paragraphs beginning from "The Blue system differs from the Green"), 
and therefore, by implication, against admissions rules stored in an admissions rules 
database (in the sense that "Don't admit identified criminals or persons with incorrect 
documents" is an admission rule). 

Official notice is further taken that it is well known to communicate signals 
through internet enabled devices coupled for data communications through at least one 
internet connection to a server (e.g., any sort of client, such as a PC, communicating 
with an Internet server). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of electronic communication at the time of applicant's invention to create the 
travel record in response to a signal communicated through an internet-enabled device 
coupled for data communications through at least one internet connection to an 
international travel server, for the obvious advantage of enabling data to be 
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conveniently provided by a passenger not present (or not yet present) to supply 
information to the airline or other APIS participant in person. 

As per claim 2, Vandyk does not disclose that the internet-enabled device is a 
workstation in a kiosk at an airport, but official notice is taken that workstations in kiosks 
are well known, and that kiosks at airports are well known; hence, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic communication at the time of 
applicant's invention for the internet-enabled device to be a workstation in a kiosk at an 
airport, for the obvious advantage of enabling travelers in airports to conveniently 
provide information to the travel server. 

As per claim 4, Vandyk does not disclose that the internet-enabled device is a 
personal computer, but official notice is taken that personal computers are well known. 
Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
communication at the time of applicant's invention for the internet-enabled device to be 
a personal computer, for the obvious advantage of enabling passengers, or prospective 
passengers, to conveniently provide information to the travel server from their homes or 
other locations at which PC's might be located. 

As per claim 5, Vandyk does not disclose that the internet-enabled device is a 
hand-held personal data administrator, but official notice is taken that hand-held 
personal data administrators (aka PDA's, personal digital assistants, etc.) are well 
known. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic communication at the time of applicant's invention for the internet-enabled 
device to be a hand-held personal data administrator, for the obvious advantage of 
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enabling passengers, or prospective passengers, to conveniently provide information to 
the travel server from wherever they might be. 

As per claim 6, Vandyk does not disclose the at least one internet connection is 
wireless, but official notice is taken that it is well known for internet connections to be 
wireless. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic communication at the time of applicant's invention for the at least one internet 
connection to be wireless, for the obvious advantage of enabling passengers, or 
prospective passengers, to conveniently communicate with the travel server from 
locations which did not happen to be connected to the travel server by wires. 

As per claim 7, Vandyk discloses travel data describing travel, the travel data 
including identification of a traveler (three paragraphs beginning from "The Blue system 
differs from the Green"). Vandyk does not disclose that the travel data includes 
identification of a destination country, but from context, a destination country would be 
identified or implied (the "complete passenger manifest" would presumably identify the 
flight, e.g., Flight 1234 from Heathrow Airport, UK, to Dulles International Airport, 
U.S.A., identifying or implying the destination country). 

As per claim 9, Vandyk does not expressly disclose reading travel data from a 
travel record and inserting the read travel data into an immigration admissions form, but 
this is merely routine data handling; official notice is taken that it is well known to read 
data from one record and insert it into another. Hence, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic communication at the time of applicant's 
invention to read travel data from a travel record and insert the read travel data into an 
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immigration admissions form, for the obvious advantage of making data available in the 
preferred form. 

As per claim 10, Vandyk does not disclose that submitting the admissions forms 
to an admissions form database for the destination country comprises communicating 
the forms as electronic data communication through at least one internet connection but 
does disclose communicating the information electronically (paragraph beginning 
"Participating airlines, as well as cruise lines"). Official notice is taken that it is well 
known for electronic communication to be internet communication through at least one 
internet connection. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
of electronic communication at the time of applicant's invention for the electronic 
communication to be communication over at least one internet connection, for the 
obvious advantage of communicating the information using standard, readily available 
equipment. 

As per claim 14, Vandyk does not expressly disclose a travel record form 
dependent on admissions rules, but does disclose transmitting information including the 
passenger's name, birth date, passport number, and nationality, to comply with 
government rules (paragraph beginning "Participating airlines, as well as cruise lines"), 
which implies a travel record containing this information, to comply with government 
rules. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vandyk 
and official notice as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Crandall et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2002/0109647). Vandyk does not disclose that the 
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internet-enabled device is a workstation installed in the back of a passenger chair in an 
airplane, but Crandall teaches workstations installed in the backs of passenger chairs in 
an airplane (Abstract; Figures 1 and 3; paragraphs 0005, 0012, 0015, 0016, 0017, 
0020, and 0023). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic communication at the time of applicant's invention for the internet-enabled 
device to be a workstation installed in the back of a passenger chair in an airplane, for 
the obvious advantage of enabling information to be communicated from an airplane 
where a passenger was flying. 

Claims 15-21, 23-24, and 28 

Claims 15-21, 23-24, and 28 are closely parallel to claims 1-7, 9-11, and 14, and 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) on essentially the grounds set forth above, based on 
Vandyk and official notice (and Crandall et al. in the case of claim 17). 

Claims 29-35, 37-38, and 42 

Claims 29-35, 37-38, and 42 are closely parallel to claims 1-7, 9-11, and 14, and 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) on essentially the grounds set forth above, based on 
Vandyk and official notice (and Crandall et al. in the case of claim 31). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 8 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



Application/Control Number: 09/852,828 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3625 

Likewise, claims 22 and 36 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, and further rewritten to 
overcome the objection made to claims 15 and 29, respectively. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The closest prior art of record, Vandyk ("No Entry") discloses or makes obvious 
the limitations of claim 1, as set forth above. Vandyk further discloses submitting to 
immigration databases immigration admissions forms prepared in dependence upon the 
travel records (three paragraphs beginning from "The Blue system differs from the 
Green"). It is well known for a server to be or comprise a software application stored on 
one or more computers. However, Vandyk does not disclose the travel server validating 
travel described in travel records against admission rules stored in admission rules 
databases, nor does any other prior art of record. In Vandyk, such validation is carried 
out by the Customs Service and/or other authorities based on information received from 
what may be considered a travel server. 

Claims 12 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Likewise, claims 26 and 27, and 40 and 41 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
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including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, and further 
rewritten to overcome the objection made to claims 15 and 29, respectively. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The closest prior art of record, Vandyk ("No Entry") discloses or makes obvious 
the limitations of claim 1 , as set forth above, and further discloses comparing travel data 
to admissions rules (in the sense that "Don't admit identified criminals or persons with 
incorrect documents" is an admission rule). However, Vandyk does not disclose 
reporting to the traveler through an internet-enabled device a result of the comparison, 
nor does any other relevant prior art of record. Instead, Vandyk teaches dealing with 
passengers on the basis of the comparison once they arrive at their destination. It is 
known to return data to users through internet-enabled devices, but that is held to be 
insufficient to make the claimed limitation obvious. It is held to be reasonable to 
combine Vandyk with communicating a signal through an internet-enabled device and 
internet connection, but adding reporting a result to the traveler through that internet- 
enabled device is a major departure from Vandyk' s teaching, without motivation in the 
prior art. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed December 17, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant has respectfully proposed that the independent 
claims are now allowable, having been amended to incorporate the allowable subject 
matter from certain dependent claims which were found potentially allowable; but 
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Examiner must respectfully point out that Applicant's claims, as amended, do not 
correspond to what was found to be allowable. 

"Validating" is not sufficient to make the claims non-obvious over Vandyk, which 
implies such validating by disclosing comparing records to enforcement databases. The 
potentially patentable distinction made by Examiner regarding claim 8 is that Vandyk 
does not disclose the travel server validating travel described in travel records against 
admission rules stored in admission rules databases. Claim 1 , as amended does not 
include any limitation that the travel server performs the validating. Moreover, it would 
be advisable to recite explicitly that the travel server is external to the destination 
country's immigration authority, to whose database the travel server submits the 
admission form, so that the independent claims could not be read as describing the 
operations of an immigration authority's computer system. 

The common knowledge or well-known in the art statements in the previous 
office action are taken to be admitted prior art, because Applicant did not traverse 
Examiner's taking of official notice. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Pool et al. (U.S. Patent 6,460,020) disclose a universal shopping 
center for international operation. Zagami (U.S. Patent 6,801,907) discloses a system 
for verification and association of documents and digital images. Fujimura (U.S. Patent 
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6,842,741) discloses a recording medium with electronic ticket definitions recorded 
thereon and electronic ticket processing methods and apparatuses. 

McClelland et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0031076) disclose a 
remote baggage screening method. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas D. Rosen, whose telephone number is 703- 
305-0753. This is scheduled to change to 571-272-6762 on or about April 13, 2005. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on 703-308-1344. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Non-official/draft communications can be faxed to the examiner at 703-746-5574. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

NICHOLAS D. ROSEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

March 2, 2005 



